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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed on 12/19/2003. 
Claims 1, 5-6, 9-10, 13-14 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 
Claims 2, 7, 1 1 and 15 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
Claims 3, 8, 12 and 16 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
Claim 4 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



aaim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed pubhcation in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of apphcation for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1, 5-6, 9-10, 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Simons et al. US Patent No. 5,805,890 (hereinafter Simons). 

As Per Claim 1, Simons discloses a debugger for use in connection with a parallel 
computer including a plurality of processing nodes. The debugger enables the operator to 
establish a processing node set in response to certain criteria, such as the respective 
identifications of the processing node and their prior processing under the debugger. (See 
Abstract & FIG. 1 and associated text). In that Simons discloses the system that covering the 
steps of 
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"In a data processing system having a memory (E.g. see FIG. 1, MEM 15(i)), an 
operating system executing within said data processing system comprising: a debug support 
module configured to associate a debug flag (E.g. see FIG. 2, item 22(i) and item 23(i)) with 
debug commands issued within the data processing system" (E.g. see col 1:44-57 and FIG. 3); 
and 

"a kernel module coupled for communication with said debug support module, said 
kernel module comprising: a process creation unit configured to spawn special processes with a 
debug flag set (E.g. see FIG. 2, item 22(i) and item 23(i)) for said issued debug conmiands 
associated with a debug flag; (E.g. see FIG. 2, blk 1 1) and a messaging transfer unit configured 
to transfer messages from a source process to a destination process, said message transfer unit 
further configured to set a debug flag for said destination process responsive to said source 
process includes said debug flag set." (E.g. see FIG.3 and col. 5:23-53). 

As Per Claim 5, Simons discloses: 

"receiving a message for transfer from the source process to the destination process;" 
(E.g. see FIG. 2, blk 21); 

"determining if said source process is associated with a debug flag;" (E.g. see FIG. 2, 
item 22(i)); 

"associating a debug flag with said destination process responsive to said source process 
is associated with a debug flag" (E.g. see FIG. 2, 23(i)); and 

"communicating the message to the destination process." (E.g. see FIG.3 and col. 5:23- 

53). 
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As Per Claim 6, the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and further Simons teaches: 
"determining if a debug command is issued within the data processing system (E.g. see 
col. 5:31-35); spawning a new process associated with said debug command (E.g. see FIG. 4): 
and associating a debug flag (E.g. see FIG. 2, item 22(i) and item 23(i)) with said new process to 
identify said new process as a debug process.(E.g. see FIG. 3 and col. 5:23-53). 

As Per Claim 9, is the storage device readable claim corresponding to the method claim 5 
and is rejected under the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 5. Further 
Simons discloses a computer readable medium. (E.g, see col. 10:61-64). 

As Per Claim 10, the rejection of claim 9 is incorporated and is rejected under the same 
reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 6. 

As Per Claim 13, is the system claim corresponding to the method claim 5 and is rejected 
under the same reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 5. 

As per Claim 14, the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated and is rejected under the same 
reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 6. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 2, 7, 1 1 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Simons in view of Valizadeh US Patent No. 5,838,994. 

As Per Claim 2, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Simons teaches 
memory (E.g. see FIG. 1, MEM 15(i)). Simons does not explicitly disclose memory pool. 
However, Valizadeh teaches a "memory management unit configured to allocate the memory 
into a main memory pool and a reserve memory pool" (E.g. see col. 3:1-5) said memory 
management unit further configured to allocate memory fi-om said reserve memory pool only to 
said special processes having said debug flag set." (E.g. see col. 2:64-67). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of Valizadeh into the teaching of Simons to have 
different memory pools. The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to better utilize available memory. 

As Per Claim 7, the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and further Simons teaches 
memory (E.g. see FIG. 1, MEM 15(i)). Simons didn't explicitly disclose memory pool. 
However, Valizadeh teaches a "memory management unit configured to allocate the memory 
into a main memory pool and a reserve memory pool" (E.g. see col. 3:1-5). Therefore, it would 



Application/Control Number: 09/657,76 1 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2122 

have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of Vahzadeh into the teaching of Simons to have 
different memory pools. The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to better utilize available memory. 

As Per Claim 1 1, the rejection of claim 9 is incorporated and is rejected under the same 
reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 7. 

As Per Claim 15, the rejection of claim 13 is incorporated and is rejected under the same 
reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 7. 



4. Claims 3, 8, 12 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Simons in view of Valizadeh further in view of Poublan et al., US Patent No. 4,104,718 
(hereinafter Poublan). 

As Per Claim 3, the rejection of claim 2 is incorporated and fiirther Simons and 
Valizadeh teaches memory pool. Simons and Valizadeh do not explicitly disclose allocated 
memory to said special processes from said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool 
is depleted. However, Poublan teaches "allocated memory to said special processes from said 
reserve memory pool responsive to said main memory pool is depleted and said debug flag of 
said special process is set." (E.g. see col 39:30-44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
incorporate the teaching of Simons and Valizadeh into the teaching of Poublan to allocated 
memory to said special processes from said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool 
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is depleted. The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to make memory usage more efficient. 



As Per Claim 8, the rejection of claim 7 is incorporated and further Simons and 
Valizadeh disclose memory pool and process with a debug flag. Simons and Valizadeh do not 
explicitly disclose allocated memory to said special processes fi-om said reserve memory pool 
when said main memory pool is depleted. However, Poublan teaches "allocated memory to said 
special processes fi'om said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool is depleted." 
(E.g. see col. 39:30-44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of 
Simons and Valizadeh into the teaching of Poublan to allocated memory to said special processes 
from said reserve memory pool when said main memory pool is depleted. The modification 
would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
make memory usage more efficient. 

As Per Claim 12, the rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and is rejected under the same 
reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 8. 

As Per Claim 16, the rejection of claim 15 is incorporated and is rejected under the same 
reason set forth in connection of the rejection of claim 8. 



5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Simons in view of 
Holland, US Patent No. 6,243,860. 
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As Per Claim 4, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Simons teaches 
process with debug flag. Simons does not explicitly disclose regular processes lacking a debug 
flag indicator. However, Holland teaches "spawn regular processes for commands issued which 
lack a debug flag, said regular processes lacking a debug flag indicator" (E.g. see col 6:15-18). 
This is just a regular process spawned without any flag associated with it. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of Holland into the teaching of Simons to have a 
regular processes lacking a debug flag indicator. The modification would have been obvious 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to increase flexibility for the 
kernel to create process. 



Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment with respect to claims rejection have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi"om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi*om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 



i 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



examiner should be directed to Kuo-Liang J Tang whose telephone number is 703-305-4866. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 to 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on 703-305-4552. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Correspondence Information 



7. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier conmiunications from the 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



Washington, D.C. 20231 



or faxed to: 




(703) 872-9306. 




Software Engineer Patent Examiner 



